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SPEAKER NICHOL: Mr. President, members of the Legislature,
a l i t t l e wh i l e ag o someo n e said wh en we v o t ed for
Amendment 4 we didn't necessarily mean that we wanted to go
away from the type of assessment that we now have. When you
have an a ss e s sment you h ave a p i ec e o f p r op e r t y a nd you
arrive at a figure of some kind and then you mul t i p l y i t by
t he mi l l l ev y o r t h e p en n y l e v y , whatever you want to call
it now, and you come up with a figure. L et' s say yo u h ave a
farm at a ce rtain v alue an d you w a n t t o tax that farm
$1,000. You put in the political printout so that it comes
out $1,000. It doesn't matter wh ether you h ave a
complic a te d f or m, l i ke 271, o r whe t h e r y o u h av e t h e old
simple form that we have now, as long as you come out with
$1,000. I don't think it makes too much difference whether
you u s e o n e or t he ot h er as l ong as you c o me out with
$ 1,000 . I wou l d a l so l i k e t o say t ha t S e n a to r V a r d J o h n son
said a little bit ago that the farm organizations were
supporting this type. Not necessarily so. W hat t h ey w e r e
s aying w a s t h e y wan t e d some relief from their property
taxes. They didn' t say they wanted thzs formula as compared
to the old one necessarily. What they want is a reduction
i n t h e i r t axe s . I wou l d like to say two or t hree t h i n g s
about the focus or the situation that was presented to the
committee in saying it was a statement of the problem and
the challenge to them. As I recall, it was Senator Vard
Johnson that said to the committee what we would like to
have is simplicity. You th i n k t h i s on e i s s i m p li c i t y ' ? You
t h ink t h i s i s und er st a n d a b l e ? I question that. Y ou think
t hi s i s r at i on al i t y? Ob j e ct i v i t y , I w ouldn' t kn o w ab o u t
that, but it sure as heck isn't the status quo. I f a l l o f
these are met in this new formula, t ha t i s som e t h in g . I ' m
suggest in g a g a i n i t i sn ' t t h i s bi l l t h at say s t hat a g l an d
is valued differently, although it is But you s imply n e ed
something to establish the value and something...and a
mult i p l i e r t o mu l t i p l y t h at so you come out with your
t housand bu ck s . I n m y op i n i o n , t h i s b i l l i s ve r y
complicated. It certainly doesn't hold the s tatu s q u o a n d I
doubt if any of you could e x p l a i n i t t o me now, and I ' v e
read this manual through twice. The rationality, of course,
is entirely different, entirely different. Se nator Warner
has a point. If these valuations that we arrive at through
our po l i t i c a l pr i n t out are c on s i d e r a b l y h i ghe r than what
that farm will bring on the open market, something is wrong.
That was what was partially wrong with Marshal Swift. It
was okay as l ong as t he valuations were going up and they

4210


